Application No. 10/678,100 Docket No.: SON-2833 

Amendment dated August 1, 2006 

After Final Office Action of June 28, 2006 

REMARKS 

This is in fiill and timely response to the Final Official Action mailed June 28, 2006. 
Reconsideration and reexamination are respectfully considered. 

Entry of this After Final Amendment to claims 1 and 8 is respectfully requested and is 
appropriate xmder 37 C.F.R. 1 . 1 16 in that it amends claims 1 and 8, the only claims pending in this 
application, as specifically suggested by the examiner to overcome the section 112 rejection. As so 
amended, claims 1 and 8 are believed to be patentable over the section 103 combination of 
references set forth on pages 4 and 5 of the Final Action. 

Drawings 

It is noted with appreciation that the drawings as amended are accepted 
Information Disclosure Statement 

It is also noted that the PTO-1449 that accompanied an Information Disclosure Statement 
filed on April 18, 2006 is acknowledged and initialed to reflect full consideration of the references 
there submitted. 

Claims 

Claims 1 and 8 had been rejected as indefinite for failing to properly note that the power 
supply supplies power to the semiconductor integrated device in contrast to the implication of the 
previously presented claim 1. The courtesy of the examiner in suggested corrections of claims 1 
and 8 to overcome that rejection is acknowledged with appreciation. Those changes are here 
presented as suggested. 

Claims 1 and 8 were pending in this application as reexamined at the final Action. Each of 
those claims was rejected under 35 USC §103 as being unpatentable over Goto, USP 6,664,148 in 
view of Ebrahim, USP 5,878.264. Without indicating acquiescence in or agreement with the 
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Statement of the rejection, the claims are here amended as suggested by the examiner. 

Specifically, the examiner had noted that Goto fails to detail a method of processing the 
received wake up signal when considering the amended claims presented in response to the initial 
Action. Goto also does not teach, as implicitly suggested in the claims suggested by the examiner, a 
standby controlling circuit being powered through the power supplying means when the standby 
control circuit is in an operation mode and a standby mode and thus holding information about the 
wakeup cause as in the last three paragraphs of amended claim 1 and in amended claim 8. 

The examiner argued, without explicit support in Goto, Ebrahim or any other evidentiary 
source supporting that finding, that a "routineer in the art would have been motivated to look for a 
teaching for the possible method of processing a signal received to wake up the circuit that has been 
placed in a power conserving mode". However, there is no factual support for that finding in Goto, 
so there is no motivation established for looking toward Ebrahim to teach "the detail of processing 
the received and stored wake up signal while power up the circuits from a standby mode". 

In the Applicant's invention, as understood, a CPU is included in a main circuit 22. When 
power from a power supply is supplied to the main circuit 22, a reading-in initializes a program 
from memory ("wherein when the standby controlling circuit receives a standby command from the 
CPU", fourth full paragraph of amended claim 1) and the power supply control circuit 3 provides a 
power supply control for the system LSI 2.. In the penultimate paragraph of the amended claim 1, it 
is noted that the CPU of the main circuit identifies the wakeup cause and executes a process 
corresponding to the identified wakeup cause, so that the standby controlling circuit goes into the 
operation mode. Similar limitations are provided in amended claim 8. These specific limitations 
are not taught or suggested by Ebrahim as apparently agreed by the examiner who did not make 
specific findings in those respects for the claims previously presented based on Ebrahim. 

Thus, even if the combination of Goto and Ebrahim were motivated and appropriate, not all 
of the limitations of amended claims 1 and 8 are taught or suggested. To the extent needed, prior 
details of the operation of the Applicant's circuit as presented in response to the prior rejection are 
hereby incorporated by references as if fijlly stated herein. 
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Amended claims 1 and 8 are patentable over the art cited and early notice to that effect is 
respectfully solicited. 

In view of the above amendment, applicant believes the pending application is in condition 
for allowance. 

Applicant believes no fee is due with this response. However, if a fee is due, please charge 
our Deposit Account No. 18-0013, xmder Order No. SON-2833 from which the undersigned is 
authorized to draw. 



Dated: August 1, 2006 




Ronald r. Kananen 

Registration No.: 24,104 
RADERy^FISHMAN & GRAUER PLLC 
Correspondence Customer Number: 23353 
AttQn)ey for Applicant 
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